JSTOR is a not-for-profit service that helps scholars, researchers, and students discover, use, and build upon a wide range of content in a trusted digital archive. We use information technology and tools to increase productivity and facilitate new forms of scholarship. For more information about JSTOR, please contact support@jstor.org. ing between 'historical narrative (i.e., the story a nation tells itself about itself) and history, it contends that the traditional view of narratives by politicians and statespersons-that is, that they are an academic luxury and do not fit into hard-headed negotiationshas damaged negotiating possibilities. This article demonstrates by example why historical narratives are of particular importance in this conflict, and that the peacemaking process is unlikely to succeed until they are taken into account in the process and not treated as simply a cultural afterthought.
What each of these groups is reacting to, in many cases without realizing it, are the separate and contradictory historical narratives of the two sides.
Of course, every national group has its own narrative; this is unexceptional.
But the time has come to ask whether the (often deliberate) ignoring of the narratives by policymakers, and the ignorance of the narratives by most of the general population, have contributed significantly to the difficulty of making peace between the two sides.
This study is deliberately intended to fall between the schools of history, popular culture, and conflict resolution, as well as international affairs. It partakes of some of the methodology of each of them. Ultimately, it rests on the premise that for a protracted intercommunal conflict involving the passions of two societies for generations to be settled by anything other than complete victory by one side, then both sides must conclude that there has been some closure to the issues that gave rise to it. Put another way, both sides have had their legitimacy as nations and as states under attack for several generations. A true acknowledgment by the other side of each sides national aspirations and at least some aspects of the history on which it is based (without, of course, accepting the other sides version of history) is essential to convince the mainstreams of both societies that they will be allowed to live in peace.
Of course, using the narratives of the two sides as a tool in peacemaking is, necessarily, only a part of the solution. Without tangible acceptance of major compromises by both sides on borders, Jerusalem, settlements, holy places, and so forth, there can be no peace. However, all of these have important symbolic as well as tangible significance, and this must be acknowledged and factor into the effort to create a durable peace between the two societies.
Narrative
For the purposes of this discussion, 'historical narrative is defined as how a given society understands its own identity and the events that created and developed it; in simpler terms, the story it tells itself. Thus, it is the sum total of the efforts of teachers, journalists, parents, other informal education, and, perhaps lastly, the writings of professional historians. It cannot be found in any one document, but most people in a society recognize it and, even more important, know what is outside it. As such, any representation of it is inherently subjective, and subject perhaps only to the Potter Stewart test of obscenity, that is, "I know it when I see it. In that spirit, I have prepared what I refer to as a 'distillation of the narratives of the two sides which appears in the appendix. 1 The concept of narrative' has been used in a tremendous variety of contexts in the last several decades. It has been explored by Hayden White (1984) and others from the perspective of history, philosophy, and literature. White and others question the use and nature of narrative in the works of professional historians, which is only peripheral to my argument, as my emphasis is on a national historical narrative.
My use of the concept is from a less philosophical perspective. It is related to the still small body of literature which considers a general societal and national narrative to be a factor in a society's determination as to which direction it should turn.
Professor Herb Kelman (1992) , who has been involved in academic dialogue at Harvard for many years, made a similar point shortly after the Madrid Conference of October 1991 which seemed to herald the commencement of a public Israeli-Palestinian dialogue. His suggestion that the two sides recognize the nationhood and the historical narrative of the other side (acknowledgment' is a key word for him, as it is in this article) was, of course, not followed in the Oslo Peace Process (ibid.). One can only speculate now, more than a dozen years later, whether such an acknowledgment might have had far-reaching effects. Professor Kelman does not define the term 'historical narrative', but appears to use it in the same sense that I do.
Another examination of this issue (Michels 1994 ) appears two years later in the same journal which printed the Kelman article -that is, the year after the signing of the Oslo Accords. Jeffrey Michels, then a doctoral student in comparative literature, wrote a thoughtful response to Edward Said's critique of the Oslo Declaration of Principles, pointing out, in contradiction to Said's claims, that the PLO (Palestinian Liberation Organization) did not, in signing the Declaration, give up its own national narrative or recognize Israel's. On the contrary, according to Michels, "The declaration legitimizes the Palestinian narrative and paves the way for future reconciliation" (ibid.: 30). Utilizing a perspective that borrows from literary theory, Michels notes, "Nationalism itself is constructed as a narrative that privileges its own perspective. Assuredly, nationalism cannot be equated with a single narrative or one particular narrator. Rather, it combines the stories of multiple narrators, which excluding narratives that problematize its national vision" (ibid.: 31).
Michels also avoids a definition of historical or national narratives, but notes that "narrative serves a duel function in constructing the national identities of Israelis and Palestinians" (ibid.: 31). It should be noted, that
Michels explicitly rejects the notion of including narratives within peace agreements (ibid.: 36), at which point he and I part company, as will be discussed more extensively below.
A similar and more recent perspective on narrative is provided by Professors Dan Bar-On of Ben-Gurion University and Sami Adwan of Bethlehem University, who have done extensive work on the textbooks on the two sides. They have also prepared a draft, as yet unpublished, of the two narratives, side-by-side for high school students. In a forthcoming article describing their work, they define narrative as follows:
In periods of war and conflict, societies and nations tend to develop their own narrative to explain the conflict, which from their perspective, become the only true and morally superior narrative. These narratives are morally exclusive, [citing Opotow, S. (2001 This is the perspective that informs my article.
Obviously, the narratives develop over time, partly as a result of changes in current circumstances requiring different versions of the past, and also as a result of the work of historians in developing new insight and interpretations, based, inter alia, on the availability of new documents. For example, although this is difficult to document, it is probable that appreciably more Israelis are willing to agree that unprovoked killings and expulsions took place during the 1948 War than would have done so twenty or even ten years ago. Much of this general recognition is probably based, directly or indirectly, on the scholarly work of Benny Morris ([1987] 2004, 1990) and, perhaps even more so, on his highly publicized interview in Haaretz on 16 January 2004 (Shavit 2004 , in which he both accepted the existence of massacres and expulsions, to the chagrin of the Israeli right wing, and defended them, to the consternation of the Israeli left. Israeli textbooks,
another indication of such developments, have also changed considerably in the almost half-century since independence.2 During the 1990s, there were much discussed changes in textbooks and even a well-known television series, Tkumah ("renewal" or "restoration" in Hebrew), documented aspects of the Palestinian expulsion for the first time on Israeli television.
This was vehemently criticized at the time and, after the beginning of the al-Aqsa intifada and the appointment of Limor Livnat as Israels current Minister of Education, steps were taken to emphasize "Zionist education" and prevent government-sanctioned historical interpretations, which may give credence to Palestinian claims.3
Such changes are also observable on the Palestinian side, though they are perhaps less visible than in Israel. Since the advent of the Palestinian Authority, educational experts have been engaged in much heralded revisions of the Palestinian curriculum (see Brown 2001) . However, it is probable that the basic Palestinian historical narrative as a whole has changed little in its fundamental tenets since 1948, for the obvious reason that the Palestinian national movement, unlike the Israeli one, has yet to achieve its basic goal of a Palestinian state. This has remained despite the fundamental changes in the political goal of most Palestinians 
Previous Examples
As academics, understanding is generally felt by us to be a "good thing."6 However, it is by no means intuitively obvious that there is a connection between understanding of narratives, on the one hand, and peacemaking or ending a conflict, on the other. History is replete with examples of conflicts being ended with no concern about the narrative of the other.
There is a literature of conflict termination that discusses various internal and external shocks and influences that can convince one or both sides to modify their expressed intention to "fight to the last man" (Coser 1961; Rasier 2000 The situation was slightly more complex in Japan, though the general outlines were similar. For example, General MacArthur found it inexpedient to abolish the institution of the Emperor, despite his original plans to do so. Moreover, while Japan explicitly rejected much of its former ideology, its refusal to repudiate its actions to the extent that Germany did has periodically caused friction with other Asian countries, notably China and Korea. Nevertheless, it cannot be said in either case that the victors modified their own narrative in any sense, nor was much effort spent in coming to terms with the narrative of the vanquished (Rand Corporation 2005) .
Likewise, in the Vietnam conflict, which is also familiar but rather more painful to Americans, the narrative of the North Vietnamese/National Lib- The United States, for its part, as it left, evacuated as many of its prominent supporters as it could, retained its narrative regarding the war, and ignored Vietnam for a generation. The narratives never came into contact. Finally, when middle-aged ex-soldiers returned to reminisce and find Vietnam rapidly developing a capitalist infrastructure, narratives could simply be bygones and safely ignored as a political issue.
These three situations contrast so starkly with the Israeli-Palestinian conflict that it is not necessary to belabor the differences, though these differences help highlight the importance of the narratives in the latter conflict.
In the course of the protracted conflict, it gradually became clear to the large majority on both sides that neither side could win definitively, that is, expel or bend the other to its will, in the World War II or Vietnam sense.
The Israeli hope that the Palestinians would melt into the surrounding Arab countries did not come to pass; the Arab hope that the Israelis would disappear like Crusaders likewise seems unlikely. The very short geographical distance between the two sides, unlike the situation with the United
States and Vietnam, also makes understanding and coexistence essential.
During the same period, Palestinians consciously developed all the attributes of a nation-state except independence. While it was generally argued on the Zionist side that Palestinians were not a "people" in 1948, that has become a minority view, and those who hold it base it primarily on their claim that the Palestinians were not a people in 1948, and thus cannot be not one today. Certainly, the course of Israeli official dealing with the PLO and the Palestinian Authority since 1993 indicates recognition of Palestinian nationhood.9
Gradually, on both sides, the conviction grew to majority status during the 1990s that the two state solution would solve the problem. However, when the two parties finally met in a summit at Camp David in July 2000, the primary issues that defied solution were, significantly, those that embodied the historical narratives of the two sides -namely, Refugees/ Right of Return and Jerusalem.
Beginning immediately after the failure of the summit and continuing unabated, there has been a cottage industry of explanation articles for the results. The "orthodox" explanation was set out in the original press conference following the summit in which President Clinton stated that Ehud Alternative narratives of Camp David were slow to emerge. One of the first, and probably still the best known, is the series of articles written by Rob Malley, an American National Security Council staffer who was present at Camp David, with Hussein Agha, a Palestinian academic. Together they rejected the "generous offer" thesis and spread the blame for the failure on all three sides (Agha and Malley 2001; also Swisher 2004) .
While this is not primarily a discussion about Camp David, it should be noted that, in an ironic twist, the failure at Camp David is now the focus of such different narratives ("the generous offer" vs. "Israeli duplicity") that overcoming it presents a significant major hurdle to peacemakers.
Legitimacy and Ambiguous Nationhood
An immensely important part of the subtext of peace negotiations on both sides is the quest for legitimacy on the part of both parties. As Anne Lesch (2002) notes, "Competing Zionist and Palestinian national narratives underscore the righteousness of each sides cause while delegitimizing the legitimacy of the other." For both sides, their own perception of legitimacy is based on their historical narratives to a greater degree than is the case in other conflicts, thus giving these narratives particular importance. Over time, the historical narratives have also become fused with religious narratives, until the two aspects are sometimes almost indistinguishable.
The national identity of both Israelis (Jews) and Palestinians is intertwined with the phenomenon of exile. Their modern incarnations are inconceivable without it. It is generally agreed upon by historians that Judaism was formed in the first (Babylonian) exile in the sixth century bce (see, for example, Neusner 1987). The 2,000-year Diaspora, beginning with the destruction of the Second Temple, is what defined Jewish nationhood until the advent of Zionism. The primary goal of the Zionist movement was to "normalize" the people by "returning" to the land that preceded the exile.
Palestinian national identity was also largely formed in the crucible of exile since 1948. An inseparable aspect of Palestinian identity is the experience of exile, whether personal or national (and in many cases both). Historians of the Palestinian people emphasize that Palestinian nationalism was born in the early period of the British Mandate, but received its distinctive stamp as a result of the Nakba (Khalidi 1997: 177-209; Kimmerling and Migdal 2003: 216) . Of course, Israel is held directly and, generally, solely responsible for the exile and all its consequences by most Palestinians and the usual Palestinian narrative. This is out of the norm for modern nationalism. Not only in classic European nationalism, but everywhere else in the world, often the main (sometimes the only) possession that a nation seeking to define itself has is presence on the land it is claiming, stretching back some period of time.
This symmetrical lack on the part of Israelis and Palestinians, though certainly not accepted by partisans of either side, creates a sense of insecurity in their historical legitimacy that both are seeking to remedy. Their contradicting and opposing historical narratives are their main means of accomplishing this (Avneri and Rouhana 2001; Ross 2004: 15-45; Scham, Salem, and Pogrund 2005: 1-12 ).
The stated goal of both national movements was thus to return to some version of the status quo ante diaspora. (Of course, the current Israeli goal, given the success of the Zionist movement, is now largely maintenance of much of the current status quo, minus the violence.) These parallel and completely incompatible goals have, to some degree, run up against reality, as shown most dramatically by the political maneuvers and actions leading to and including the whole Oslo peace process. However, it must be recognized that the national narratives have changed much less than the stated political goals.
These narratives include both conventional history and the myths that are so often a part of a national narrative. On the Jewish side, the national myth is embodied first and foremost in the Bible and Old Testament sacred history, thus taking it far beyond the parochial concerns of a few million people. Palestinians do not have that advantage, but the presence of Muslim and Christian sacred history and sites in the land, most notably the Haram al-Sharif, has created an opportunity to fuse the sacred and secular in the same manner as their enemies have done.
Both sides have consistently denied the nationhood of the other. The best known statement is Golda Meir s quip that there was no such thing as a Palestinian (or, alternatively, that she was a Palestinian, producing as evidence her British Mandate-era identity card), but she was simply expressing the Israeli consensus. Likewise, the Palestinian perspective of the same period is expressed in the Palestinian National Charter, originally In recent decades, the resounding success of the Zionist political project and the resultant successful grafting of modern political Zionism onto Jewish history, with the former coming to be considered the logical and inevitable outcome of the latter, legitimized the resulting syntheses of the two, such that there is a perceived continuity, a seamless transition, between ancient, medieval, and early modern Jewish history on the one hand, and the history of modern Zionism and Israel on the other. Palestinian identity, by contrast, never having enjoyed such success, has since its beginnings struggled for acceptance and legitimacy in the outside world, and even for recognition of its very existence as a category of being. (Khalidi 1997: 147) A well-informed Israeli-American commentator similarly understands the negotiations about legitimacy. David Makovsky, in an article about the failed negotiations Taba of 2001, wrote, "Arafat believes that to compromise in areas such as Jerusalem and refugees would mean accepting Israels moral legitimacy. This he will never do, and this is why Camp David and Taba had to fail" (Makovsky 2003: 128) .
While the narrative war extends through history, the two main battlegrounds are ancient history, symbolized by conflicting versions of the Refugees/Right of Return
The Right of Return is the centerpiece of the Palestinian narrative as, since 1948, probably the most essential aspect of Palestinian identity is being a refugee (Khalidi 1997: 194; Peled and Rouhana 2004) . Even some of the On a purely political level, such a development would be strenuously opposed by virtually all Israeli Jews. Additionally, as a practical matter, it might well be opposed by significant parts of the Israeli Arab population, on whom much of the resettlement responsibility would fall, though they might ideologically approve. In any case, it has no serious possibility of being approved by any conceivable Israeli government.
As Friedman (2003: 62-69 ) points out in her insightful article, the Right of Return is treated by both sides as a zero-sum proposition. She correctly refers to it as a dialogue of the deaf; as the categories being employed by each side to discuss it are meaningless to the other. She has also perceptively pointed out that Palestinians are "entrapped in their demand to recognize the Right of Return" (ibid.: 67). This is both the difficulty and the opportunity of the Right of Return issue.
What has not yet formally been done is the separation of the Right of
Return from the 'Reality of Return. It is in the recognition that these are two very distinct issues that the concept of narrative is essential.
For Israelis, as noted above, the Palestinian Right of Return is seen primarily as a direct invitation to the destruction of Israel. However, it goes beyond that and enters an important part of the Israeli narrative, even to the extent of being existential. For Israelis, the War of Independence is seen in pure, almost holy terms. The Israeli narrative regards it purely as a matter of self-defense. What has always been more difficult is to reconcile the flight of 600,000 to 700,000 Palestinians and the refusal to allow their return. In ordinary Israeli discourse, it is accepted that they fled "voluntarily" in order to make room for Arab armies, on orders from Arab leaders. Little evidence of such orders has been uncovered. 
Unpacking Jerusalem
The equally thorny issue of Jerusalem also comprises a clear tangible element; namely, the control of the biggest city west of the Jordan River, which is also strategically located between the north and south. It is difficult to go from Hebron to Nablus without passing through the Jerusalem area. There is also the control of hundreds of thousands of people. For Palestinians, it is the cultural center of their society, home to much of the intellectual and professional class, and a major economic asset.
However, the symbolic value of Jerusalem outweighs these factors. Both sides see it as embodying both their national and religious aspirations, both their past and their future. Palestinian nationalism has taken a course, not completely coincidentally, quite similar to Zionism, and has increasingly fused nationalism and religion, even for the nonreligious. Thus, even those who would never want to pray at the Haram al Sharif or the Kotel (the Western Wall of the destroyed Second Temple) feel passionately that to give up possession and sovereignty over those sites would be to betray both their religion and their national aspirations.
An illustration of the damage that unreflective reference to ones own narrative can do was provided by Yasir Arafats well-publicized announcements that the Jewish Temple probably never existed and, if it did, it was in Nablus The Narratives and Peacemaking
The narratives of the conflict are usually considered "soft" problems of the sort that will fall into place once the real issues are settled. Anyone familiar with the conflict immediately recognizes that Israelis and Palestinians have different versions of their history, but this is usually considered to be a symptom of their disagreements, and symptoms by definition disappear once the illness is cured (see, for example, Wasserstein 2002) . 15 The Declaration of Principles, the first public document of the Oslo process, does not discuss the issue of reconciliation at all, based on the assumption that the specifics of assumption would necessarily lead to reconciliation. However, Uri Savirs (1999) book on the Oslo process clearly emphasizes the long conversations in the Oslo woods that preceded the negotiations and allowed him to see Palestinians as people, thus opening the door to direct negotiations. Nevertheless, the document he helped draft was full of specifics, but left the narratives to fate. The vast majority of Israelis and Palestinians thus had no real opportunity to hear and understand the narrative of the other side.
The other important peace documents of the Oslo process, similarly, were long on specifics but short on finding a way for intercommunal understanding. By the time of the Wye Agreement in 1998, $10 million was budgeted for non-governmental organization (NGO) peace projects, but this money was not a priority, and the first deadline for projects was, ironically, the month after the al-Aqsa intifada began (later extended).
It is only since Camp Davids failure that references to the narratives of the two sides appear in the record. The report on the Taba negotiations of January 2001 prepared by UN Special Representative Moratinos did contain one sentence on the issue. It is illuminating in its vagueness: "The Israeli side put forward a suggested joint narrative for the tragedy of the Palestinian refugees. The Palestinian side discussed the proposed narrative and there was much progress, although no agreement was reached in an attempt to develop an historical narrative in the general text."16 It should be noted, parenthetically, that a "joint narrative of the Palestinian refugees" would almost be equivalent to squaring the circle. The fact that this sentence appears shows that it was probably not well thought out.
By the time of the conclusion of the unofficial "Geneva Accord" in October 2003, the problem of narratives began to be recognized, and the Accord does devote a section (Article 7 (14)) to "Reconciliation Programs." However, this is clearly meant as a post-conflict afterthought which would be carried out in a manner to be determined after peace is accepted. Narratives are seen as part of the aftermath of peace. However, the Accord is unusual in that reconciliation is given any space at all.
Gilad Sher, who was one of the principal Israeli negotiators at Camp David and a confidant of Ehud Barak, wrote almost two years after the failed summit, "The Palestinian concept [at Camp David] was not monolithic, but can be generalized as based on emotions of justice and grievance, and on the exploitation of political negotiations as an additional phase in a clash of cultures and as an instrument for righting an historical wrong" (Sher 2002 ).
Sher clearly meant that as a description of a nonviable negotiating position, explaining why it was impossible for Israel to reach an agreement with the Palestinians at Camp David, but if Israel were to recognize and deal with this "concept," negotiations would have a considerably better chance of succeeding. However, both sides appear to consider the narratives a zero-sum matter. As shown, recognition of any legitimacy to the claim of the other is seen as a prelude to cultural, if not national, suicide. This perception deserves reexamination and needs to be considered as part of any ongoing diplomatic peace process, not as a cultural afterthought.
Recognition of Narratives?
Is it possible to have a compromise narrative that can recognize the national narratives of both sides? Palestinians and some of the Israeli revisionist historians have maintained this is possible. Ilan Pappe, perhaps the most radical of the latter, has written what he calls a "bridging narrative," in which he argues that it is possible for Israelis to accept such a narrative (Pappe n.d.) . Readers can decide for themselves whether this narrative indeed bridges the gaps or is a slightly redone Palestinian narrative.
However, Pappes attempt raises two major questions about this whole process that are worth considering, namely, what is the role of the historian with regard to narrative, and is a joint narrative a useful exercise?
In the conception of narrative presented here, the historian has one voice among others. Obviously, it is an important one, as, by definition, he or she is, by training and vocation, concerned with studying the past and presenting it through teaching and publication. However, the narrative is the property of the society as a whole. It is not unusual for historians, as with all academics, to depart from the societal consensus and reach different conclusions. That is legitimate, but even if it could be imagined that most Israeli historians accepted Pappes work, that would probably have only a fairly minor effect on society.
As is well-known, Israel has spawned in the last fifteen years a considerable group of revisionist historians whose work takes into considerable account, though to greatly varying degrees, of the Palestinian narrative (Shapira and Penslar 2002; Silberstein 1999) . 17 It has also led to extensive controversy within Israeli society. Since the beginning of the Intifada, the influence of the post-Zionist' and revisionist critics seems to have diminished in society, though it is still strong within Israeli universities (see, for example, Livneh 2001). However, the conventional Israeli narrative, though certainly more malleable than a generation ago, is still unmistakably Zionist (ibid.). New historians have had an effect, but the ethos of the society still holds on to a fairly pristine view of the War of Independence. Thus, Pappe cannot bypass society, even were he to convince all Israeli professional historians to subscribe to his bridging narrative.
It is argued here that Pappes work has had little effect on the conventional Israeli narrative, while Benny Morris's has been significant. This is precisely because Pappe largely dismisses the Zionist narrative, while Morris critiques it by exposing warts but does not throw it out. It can also be argued that Morriss political shift in late 2004, culminating in his famous (or notorious) interview in Haaretz , discussed above, where he freely discusses Israeli atrocities in the 1948 war but argues they were necessary, also made his views more palatable to the parts of Israeli society that had completely rejected them.
Of course, it is essential to recognize that Israeli society also embraces a number of sub-narratives, often connected with policy prescriptions.
It would be a major misreading of the society to see it as monolithic; the conventional narrative distilled in appendix A includes simply the basics.
There is no one 'guardian of the narratives'. Jonathan Rynhold (2001: 33-52) has put forward an impressive typology of Israeli views, denominating them as Ultra-Nationalism, Conservativism, Statism, and Progressivism.
Although not focusing primarily on their historical narratives, the different perceptions of history are inescapable, and dealing with those perceptions, even among Israelis, is a major undertaking.
In the current state of conflict on all levels, a joint narrative between Israelis and Palestinians would seem to be an impossibility. It would necessarily be either so general as to be useless, or, like Pappe s, be so close to the narrative of one side as to render it foreign to the other. On the other hand, the narrative can be understood in appreciably softer terms than those, for example, presented in the appendix to this article.
It is worth noting that Israeli and Palestinian intellectuals did make major efforts to reach out to each other during the Oslo period. MaddyWeitzmans (2002) chronicle of these efforts serves as a necessary caution as to the difficulty of making peace when peace-oriented intellectuals and academics are too far away from the mainstreams of their own societies. Both groups believed that their counterpart intellectuals on the other side represented a far greater portion of society than was actually the case, and both were angry and disillusioned even before Camp David, and certainly after the commencement of the Intifada, when both sides rallied around their own flags to some degree.
This tale is worth remembering for those who are tempted to overemphasize the role of the new historians or post-Zionists in general in shaping Israeli thinking. While they have had an undoubted impact on the intellectual class and have brought about a major réévaluation of Israeli historical thought, even for those who do not accept all their premises, their impact on the historical narrative has been much more limited. And most of them would probably not go as far as Pappe in thinking a joint narrative is currently possible. Obviously, the societies would have to change considerably, both in perception of themselves, and in their perceptions of the other', for this to be effective.
What Can Be Done?
The policy problems cannot be solved until there is a conceptual change That is, there needs to be recognition on the part of policy-and opinion-makers on both sides that peace is not attainable unless ideology, a well as territory, is the subject of compromise. This is not Utopian; on th contrary, it is both achievable and essential. However, it is not a matte of either side foregoing its national dream. Rather, the Zionist dream, including peace, cannot be fulfilled unless a full Palestinian state is estab lished. Likewise, the Palestinian dream of statehood and independence ca not, under any foreseeable circumstances, be established and maintaine until full, not nominal, recognition of Israel is part of the package, and the Palestinian state is both willing and able to control its rejectionists by whatever means are necessary.
One of the main critiques of the Oslo process as a whole is that large parts of the population, on both sides, did not feel included by them. This was ignored by both Israel and the Palestinian Authority, to their cost. The rejectionists on both sides were neither included nor successfully repressed, and, working for similar objectives though deadly enemies, were the main reason that the peace process failed.
Though the current tendency is to disparage Oslo, the Oslo agreements accomplished at least one major change -it led to the recognition of the nationhood of and by both sides, if not of the narrative underlying the nationhood. Of course, this was the culmination of a process that had lasted forty-five years and more. But it should not be forgotten that it was only in 1988 that the Palestinians, with difficulty, accepted the concept of a two-state solution, and it was only with the signing of the Declaration of Principles in 1993 that Israel negotiated with the PLO, thus implicitly accepting that the PLO was negotiating on behalf of a people.
This change must not be underestimated. Despite all of the bitterness that has accompanied the breakdown of the peace process, the majority of Arabs, including Palestinians, accept that Israel is there and existing, and that it will be there for the foreseeable future. Likewise, the vast majority of Israelis realize that the Palestinians constitute a nation. Neither side likes this recognition of the other (many feel things were much clearer and simpler when the other s existence was denied), but it is there in popular consciousness.
There are many on both sides who attribute the current situation to that recognition. However, the recognition shows that reality is the midwife of change, and that change in firmly held beliefs is possible. In other words, the problem with Camp David was that it did not, for a variety of reasons, take it own logic far enough and follow Kelmans (1992) advice urging the recognition not just of the other side, but of its historical narrative as well.
Both sides have been hoping and assuming that they could sidestep the vexing question of the legitimacy of the other side, since ultimately neither believes in it. Of course, it is unlikely that the Palestinians will acknowledge the historical logic of Zionism or that Israel will accept full responsibility for the Naqba. However, the paradigm set it in this article requires nothing of the sort. The crucial concept is acknowledgment , not evasion and willful ignorance. Both sides, while readily conceding the other exists, would prefer to apply the World War II or Vietnam paradigms, as discussed above, ignoring the fact that they still have to live with the other side. Israelis, in fact, are hoping that the barrier being built between them and the Palestinians will This content downloaded from 129.64.99.141 on Wed, 25 Apr 2018 20:09:56 UTC All use subject to http://about.jstor.org/terms prevent them from having to deal with Palestinians at all, let alone their narrative. The thesis propounded here predicts that that effort will also turn out to be quixotic.
It is perhaps equally quixotic, but the dialectic process set out here could lead to another result that recognizes and acknowledges the contradictions between the two narratives rather than attempting to overcome or ignore them. The logical result of that might well be an Israeli state that would celebrate Israeli Independence on the fifth day of the Hebrew month of Iyar, as it is currently commemorated in Israel, and also acknowledge with sadness Naqba Day on the fifteenth of May, as it is currently mourned among Palestinians. Perhaps this might eventually be the only realistic way of putting the conflict to rest. 
